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admitting kdddcitkatva as the svabhava of a thing which
is eternal; so that, the solution is the san.ie. To this
the Naiyayikas rejoin that the solution is not the same;

for, there would be self-contradiction if the effect -were
accepted to be without any fixed or unfixed limit. If a
fixed limit is assumed, then really the doctrine of causali-
ty is accepted.40 In this way, the Naiyayikas reject the
theory of svabhava as advocated by the Carvakas.

But it is found that this doctrine in a certain sense
has to be admitted by all thinkers at some stage,
It is well-known that a product, as for instance, jar,
inheres in its material cause, namely, clay, according
to the Naiyayikas. But, it may be asked why does not
the jar, for instance, inhere in the threads? In plain
language, why is the effect produced from one kind of
cause rather than from another? What is the inner
meaning of updddna-nrydma which is a fact of general
experience? The Naiyayika^ analysis, acute as it is,
fails to provide the right solution to this question.
Another example may be taken by way of illustration.
la Nyaya-Vai9esika, universals {sdmdnya) are declared to
be eternal and omnipresent. But how is it that they
are not manifested always and everywhere? Of course,
there are certain conditions "which determine and limit
this manifestation. A universal, for example, in so
far as it inheres in a composite, is revealed by the
peculiar collocation of the parts (akrti) constituting that
composite. In other words, as Nyaya-sutra expressly
states, the relation between a particular universal and a
particular collocation is one of VJang^a-vyanjakabhava.
Now, the question arises: what determines this vyangya-
z^yanjakabbdvd^ To be plain, how is one universal
manifested through one collocation and not through
another? Why does not kambugrwadimatva reveal gotva
instead of ghatafva? What is the root of the corres-

^KP., pp. 42-51.
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